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00:00:00 {TIBETAN} 00:02:51

With this verse, verse 86, there are two ways of interpreting it. One way of interpreting it, interpreting the verse is
without the object of negation. So we're just going to look straight forward at what these words mean or indicate, 
without looking at connecting it or interpreting it through the object of negation. And then there is another way of
interpreting it where obviously we interpret it through talking about the object of negation. So for the first, 
straightforward, no objection of negation, just what does it say? Here it says, 

"And the parts are divided into particles." (86A)

So with the previous verses, what we were doing is we were analysing the body, and we analyse the body by 
breaking it down into various parts. So we had like the head to the torso, the arms and legs and so forth. And 
when you're looking at the arm, to breaking down the arms, and you come to the hands, and when you come to 
the hands you break down the hands into the palm and the fingers, and then you take the fingers and you break 
them down into the digits and the joints and so forth. So we are constantly breaking any part, anything that we 
can recognise as a part. We're constantly breaking it down into smaller parts. So it says the parts are divided into 
particles. So you do such a fine analysis or dissection that now you come down to the level of particles. You 
could say cells, you could say atoms, anyway very fine particles. And then it says that 

"The particles should be divided into directions."  (86B)

So once you get into the point of the particles, now you keep analysing and separating and dividing, and this time
you do it spatially, so you say this is the particle to the east and this is the particle to the north, this is the particle 
to the west, this is the particle to the south. So then the particle should be divided into directions. And then it says

"Since the partitioned directions lack parts, 
They are like space." (86C-D...)

What it says here, it's like you have divided, you have come to the point of talking about particles to the east to 
the west to the north to the south. And then if you take each one of those groups and you try to dissect even 
further, like pull it apart even further, you find out that you lose whatever entity you had there, the entity becomes
non-existent. So it comes a point where you're not... You have come so far into your analysis that you can't go any
further. You're just going to lose whatever you have there. Why? Because there is no such a thing as a partless 
particle. So you must have direction. You must have directionality in your particle. If you try to take away 
directionality, breaking down in terms of the direction, you're just going to lose that entity, that particle. So it says
"it is like space." And this analogy here of space is something that indicates that you reach a point of vacuity. 
There is nothing to find. You have something concrete and now you've come to the point where you've 
completely lost the thing. So space here indicates for vacuity. There is a point where if you say, okay, there is 
space in the east and then you say, let me find that thing. And let me dissect it or break down into further parts. 
There's nothing that you can point your finger to it. Space is like vacuity, like nothing is there. This is what space 
is. So it says "it becomes like space." You lose it. There's nothing concrete left.

00:07:01 {TIBETAN} 00:09:03

We mentioned here the space. It says it becomes like space. So in general we can talk about directionality in 
space. You can talk about the space to the east, the space for the west, to the north, to the south, that much we can
talk about, however we need to keep in mind that space is a non-affirming negation. So basically space is the lack
of obstruction. This is how we understand space. So when you say becomes like space, you mean like there's 
nothing there. It's empty, there's nothing there. This is what it indicates with space. Here we're talking about 
particles, and we say we have come to breaking things down to such small particles that it comes a point where 
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you cannot divide it any further. And if you divided any further, it would become the partless particle. The 
partless particle does not exist. So we say it comes to a point where if you divided, try to divide it any further, it 
will be like it disappears. There's nothing there. With the smallest particle, I'm going to show these with my 
rubber. So let's say that this is the smallest particle. We can always identify direction because you would have 
another particle next to it. So you would say this is the eastern side where it meets with another particle or you 
would say this is the front side, this is the back side, this is the right side, is the left side. So you always have 
sides that are determined from the point of meeting with another particle. So there's always directionality. Now in
terms of directions, you can talk about the four directions, which is the four cardinal directions. There is the west 
and so forth. Sometimes we talk about six directions, which is adding the direction of above and below to the 
four cardinal directions, and if you want to talk about 10 directions, then you add the four intermediate directions 
as well. So south-east, south-west, and so on and so forth. When we examine those particles and we come to 
these very small particles, we say you can always identify a direction. They have directions. If you try to say that 
you have come to a particle that is partless in the sense that it does not have these directions, the eastern side, the 
western side, the southern side, and so forth, the up, the down, then it means you've reached a partless particle, 
but that thing does not exist. So it becomes non-existent, becomes vacuity, just like space. And the verse 
concludes by saying 

"Hence, there are also no particles." (86...D)

When it says there are no particles, it means there are no partless particles.

00:12:16 {TIBETAN} 00:14:33

We come to the point where we say there will be no partless particles. So who is accepting the existence of 
partless particles? It is the Vaibhashika school and the Sutra school. So Master Vasubhandu, in his work that is 
called the 20 Versus, is negating this idea of the partless particle. And we have mention of that reasoning that is 
used in that particular work by Master Vasubhandu in our commentary by Gyaltsap Rinpoche. So if you look at 
the very last line of the commentary that comes under verse 86, it says 

"Then, also the particles do not possess inherent existence because if they did, then one would need to 
accept partless particles, but this is refuted by the reasoning of ‘if six are connected simultaneously’."

So just this phrase, "if six are connected simultaneously" is taken from the 20 Verses of Master Vasubhandu. So 
what is the reasoning that he is using there? First of all, let's look at the position of those who accept the partless 
particles. They say you have a particle, that it is tiny, and it has no parts. It's so small it doesn't have any parts. 
And this partless particle becomes the building block, and you accumulate and you amass and you build up, this 
is how you build up mass. You start by one partless particle, and others accumulate next to it, and it becomes 
bigger and bigger accumulation. Now Master Vasubhandu comes and says, okay, so let's say that you have one of 
those particles that you say is partless, and you have it at the centre, and then surrounding it, in the six directions 
(the four cardinal directions-- east, south, north, west, and above, and below) are other particles as well. Now 
those things, you say that they come together, and they conglomorate. So that means they meet. So you basically 
you have seven particles here, one at the centre and six around it. So they meet. If those things meet then that 
particle at the centre cannot be partless. All of a sudden it has six parts because it has the eastern side in which it 
connects with another particle. It has the southern side, it has the western side, it has the northern side, it has the 
upper side, it has the lower side. So it says if the six meet, then that particle cannot be partless.

00:17:41 {TIBETAN} 00:19:30

So we say that the first step is to say that if these things meet, if they touch, then this particle comes to have 
directions. So it's not partless. Let's look at the other possibility. If they do not meet you have one particle in the 
centre and then you have six other particles around it, above and below it. But they don't meet. If they don't meet,
and they don't merge, it means you cannot have an accumulation and a build up of matter. Each one of those 
particles will just maintain its position. They would obstruct each other. They would not meet together. They 
would not come together. But if they don't come together, it means it would not become bigger. You cannot have 
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an accumulation. You cannot have a buildup of mass. So it will just remain just one particle and it will never 
become bigger than this.

00:20:40 {TIBETAN} 00:20:58

So this is one particular type of logic that allows us to negate the existence of partless particles. There are other 
logics that we can use to negate their existence, but since Gyaltsap Rinpoche mentions this particular argument, 
the six are connected simultaneously Geshe la has explained that reasoning.

00:21:19 {TIBETAN} 00:22:00

The second interpretation of the verse, that is taking into account the object of negation. It says, 

"And the parts are divided into particles, 
The particles should be divided into directions." (86A-B) 

We're talking about very fine particles, and those very subtle particles are then divided into directions. Then the 
particle itself is imputed upon these directions. And this is how it comes into existence. It is something which is 
imputed.

00:22:34 {TIBETAN} 00:23:05

"Since the partitioned directions lack parts." (86C)

The partition directions, you're looking, for example, at the eastern direction, the western direction, each one of 
those directions is lacking parts that are established from their own side, from their own power. Therefore, there 
is no such a thing as a subtle particle that exists inherently from its own side.

00:23:35 {TIBETAN} 00:26:22

With this third line, since the partitioned directions lack parts, and here we insert the words "they lack parts that 
exist from their own power." We're going to talk about this expression. Usually when we use the negation, when 
we want to use the object of negation we have different expressions. it does not exist from its own side, it does 
not exist from its own characteristics, it does not exist truly, it does not exist inherently. All of those expressions 
basically convey the same meaning. However, if you look at the terminology itself or the words itself, some of 
them are a little bit easier to understand. Perhaps some of them convey, they have different nuances. It's own 
characteristics, or truly, or inherently, each one of these words communicates something slightly different. Here 
we are using an expression that actually we don't use it so much, and this expression is "on its own," "from its 
own." So it doesn't have parts that exist "from their own," from their own means from their own power. And a 
better example to use this expression is when, let's say you're talking about an old person, and let's say this old 
person arrives, gets into a shop and someone says, how did this old person come here? And someone says, this 
old person came here on their own. And when they say "on their own," it means they didn't have a carer. They 
didn't have someone who helped them along the way. They didn't come here accompanied by another person. 
They arrived in this location on their own. Or, you ask, how is that old person managing? And then the answer is, 
they are on their own. They live on their own. So if [inaudible] on their own, or on my own, it means without 
depending upon someone else. I do not come here, or I am not supported by others. I'm on my own. I have the 
power from my own power. I come here on my own, I come here. This expression is actually quite helpful. We 
have on my own, on my own power and on the power of others. And when you hear that thing it is actually easier
to form an understanding, to derive an understanding. You know, how we use emptiness and dependent 
origination, and we say that these two terms, actually one fits the other, one supports the understanding of the 
other. We also see the same thing with this expression on my own, on my own power, and on the power of others.
So when we talk about emptiness, we talk about being empty of existing on your own, from your own power, 
which then immediately indicates that you must be a case of dependent origination, because exists not on your 
own, but on the power of other things, or through the power of other things. And when you say through the power
of other things or through other things, it means you are empty of existing on your own. So this expression, on 
your own, 
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"the partitioned directions lack parts [that exist on their own]." (86C)

So this is what the third line is saying.

00:30:46 {TIBETAN} 00:31:46

So then you have the example, and it says "they are like space." So the example is the same. Remember that 
space here is a mere negation is a mere non-affirming negation. And it means that you have nothing to poke your 
finger at. Like, if you look for it, you will not find, you will not find inherently existing particles. If you look for 
those things, you will not find them. Why? Because inherently existing particles do not exist. If they existed 
inherently, you should be able to point your finger. You analyse, you search, and you find something, and you 
point your finger, especially you will be able to point your finger to the initial particle and that initial particle 
would have to be the partless particle, you should be able to say here it is, that's the beginning of inherently 
existing particles. But as you look for that thing, you do not find it. So it's like this, you don't find anything 
because it doesn't exist. So it is like space. You don't find anything.

00:32:56 {TIBETAN} 00:33:45

So this is the point that we make, this is the conclusion that we reach, that if you search for those things, you will 
not find them. Why? Because they do not exist inherently. [inaudible] of the text that is discussing the 
selflessness of phenomena, and we begin this investigation, all these reasons establishing the selflessness of 
phenomena by engaging the four types of close placement. Begin analysing the body and we break down the 
body in different parts, and we go from the entire body to the bigger parts of the body, and into smaller and 
smaller parts of the body up to the point where we come down to very subtle particles, and we say as you reach 
that very fine point of the subtle particles, you cannot even find those subtle particles. Why? Because they do not 
inherently exist. So you cannot find anything, any phenomenon, internal, external does not exist inherently, and 
then and therefore you cannot find it upon investigation down to the finest part.

00:34:59 {TIBETAN} 00:36:33

This issue has been discussed in great detail in the Special Insight section, because we say here that you search 
and you don't find those things existing at all. So this issue of searching and not finding, and then the conclusions 
that you can draw from not finding something are quite relevant. In the Special Insight we make the distinction 
between the wisdom investigating the conventional and the wisdom investigating the ultimate, or valid awareness
investigating the conventional and valid awareness investigating the ultimate. Valid awareness investigating the 
ultimate is asking the question, how does it exist? And if you're looking for something that exists from its own 
side, then if you look for that thing, it would say no I didn't find anything existing from its own side. So it 
concludes and says, I didn't find it. So here we are discussing, we're looking at the example of the particles, the 
fine particles, and it says I didn't find any particles existing from their own side. This is only the conclusion of 
valid awareness investigating the ultimate. It is not its business to give you a clear indication of whether that 
thing exists, what is the size of the thing, what is the colour of that thing? And so on and so forth. These details or
this information would be provided by valid awareness investigating the conventional. So by saying that I didn't 
find that it exists from its own side, that doesn't mean that it does not exist at all. It actually exists and it has other 
characteristics, and it is valid awareness analysing the conventional that would give you the details of that. So we 
always need to make the distinction between, I looked for that and I didn't find it. And from not finding whether 
or not you have the conviction or the certainty about the existence of that object or not.

00:39:01 {TIBETAN} 00:41:06

We'll continue with the next verse. 87 the first two lines. 

"Thus, who with discernment,
Is attached to a dream-like form?" (87A-B)

It says here that form is like a dream. So what is the thing with the dream? The thing with the dream is that 
certain certain things appear, forms and shapes and bodies, and various aspects appear in reality though they are 
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not there at all. So from our side, in the state of a dream, or if we don't analyse, we think that those things that 
appear actually exist, and then we go along and we become attached to those things and so on so forth. So it says,
who with discernment would become attached to a dream like form. Now it is due to our self grasping that when 
we look at form, the form appears to be attractive from its own power, from its own side. And since it appears to 
us to be attractive from its own side, we generate attachment. But then it says who with discernment, who who 
has the intelligence, who has done the analysis, who has realisation of emptiness, who has seen the reality, who 
understands how things exist. If you have that type of understanding, you would not be becoming attached to that
type of form. So who with discernment, with this realisation of emptiness, would ever become attached? They 
don't become attached.

00:42:49 {TIBETAN} 00:43:35

Now we're continuing with the next two lines of verse 87. 

"When the body does not exist in this way
At that time who is the man, who is the woman?" (87C-D)

In the previous two lines he is talking about form. Obviously it is establishing selflessness of phenomena, but this
form that he is talking about is the body. So having established the selflessness of phenomena by dealing with the
body, now starts to talk about the selflessness of the person that is established in relation to that body. So the first 
two lines of verse 87 are teaching selflessness of phenomena, and the last two lines the selflessness of the person.

00:44:29 {TIBETAN} 00:44:55

It says here "when the body does not exist in this way." So when you don't have a body that is inherently existing,
inherently existing as a male body, inherently existing as a female body, then at that time, how can you have an 
inherently existing man or an inherently existing woman? The thing is that we impute man or woman, male and 
female in relation to the body. If the body that is the basis of that designation does not inherently exist, how can 
you have that which is designated in relation upon this body be something that inherently exists? If the basis does
not inherently exist, how can that which is imputed upon this basis be inherently existent?

00:46:13 {TIBETAN} 00:48:31

Talking about this whole issue of the body and how you establish the male or the female in relation to that body, 
it becomes quite interesting again to look at the difference between the Middle Way Autonomy school and the 
Middle Way Consequence school. For the Middle Way Autonomy school, and actually not just for the school but 
any everyone below that school as well, for them, they say in order to be able to posit the body that body must be 
something that you can find, that body must exist from its own side, and because it exists from its own side if you
look for it, you can find it, you can point your finger to it. If it does not exist from its own side you will not be 
able to find it. If you cannot find the body, you will not be able to posit the body [inaudible], and nominally the 
body would not exist. And obviously if you don't have a body you would not be able to posit either a male or a 
female associated or existing or posited relation to that body. However, for the Middle Way Consequence school, 
it is not like this. The nominal existence of the body is sort of like given or validated by another type of valid 
nominal or conventional awareness. So whether another valid awareness has an objection to it or does not have 
objection to it, if it does not have objection to it, then it says you can posit this as a body. Yes, it is a body. It's a 
male body. This is a male. So it has nothing to do with the object existing from its own side, and that's a big 
difference between the Middleway Consequence school and the Middleway Autonomy school and all the other 
schools below it. All the other schools, they say it must exist from its own side, and you find it and only then you 
can say it exists. From the Middleway Consequence school, it says no, you have some valid awareness that 
validates the conventional, and it will tell you if it exists or not.

00:51:07 {TIBETAN} 00:51:16

So you can see that the way in which we posit the nominal or the conventional existence in different schools. So 
with this verse, verse 87, we conclude the first part, which is the first of the four close placements of mindfulness,
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which is mindfulness of the body. We explain that in terms of close placement of mindfulness of the body, this 
can be performed in terms of the conventional nature of the body or the ultimate nature of the body. Here we are 
doing close placement of mindfulness of the body in terms of the ultimate nature of the body. So basically we 
negate the inherent existence of the body. So we have concluded this part, and with verse 88, now we begin the 
second one, which is close placement by mindfulness of the feelings. Okay verse 88, the first two lines, 

"If suffering exists in suchness
Then why does it not impede extreme joy?" (88A-B)

Okay, so first of all, I was going to say, we have refuted the notion that the body exists inherently and similarly 
we're going to refute the idea that the feelings exist inherently. In terms of feeling, first of all, we begin by 
negating that the feeling of suffering exists inherently. So, the first two lines of this verse begin by saying, "if 
suffering exists in suchness." This expression here, "in suchness," means truly, it exists truly as such. So if 
suffering exists, truly, what would be the consequences of that? If the suffering existed truly it means nothing 
would affect it. There would be no causes, no conditions, no circumstances whatsoever that would have any 
effect on the feeling of suffering. In the second line it says, then why does it not impede extreme joy? So it brings
in the example of extreme joy, like intense joy, because joy and suffering are opposites. If suffering existed truly, 
from its own side, truly existing, it would not affect and it would not be affected, by joy at all, its opposite, at all, 
by any condition. But specifically, here, it would not be affected by joy. That is what we would expect to see. 
However it says, why does it not impede joy? So there's an indication that it does.

00:58:03 {TIBETAN} 00:58:34

That was about suffering. And then we have some lines about happiness, a feeling of happiness. So 

"If happy, then why do deliciousness etc., 
Not give joy when overcome with misery? (88C-D)

Perhaps due to being powerful it suppresses 
And there is no experience." (89A-B)

00:58:44 {TIBETAN} 00:59:04

You can see in the outlines "the feeling of happiness does not exist inherently."

00:59:08 {TIBETAN} 01:00:56

It says "if happy." Here what it indicates is if happy or if happiness exists inherently, if happiness exists 
inherently, then "why do deliciousness, etc." Here he's talking about different things that can make you happy, 
that can give you pleasure. So it mentions deliciousness because there's a reference to food and drink. But 
obviously it can be other things. It can be smells and sights and forms and all other things that can become the 
conditions that can generate contaminated pleasure or contaminated joy within your mind. It says if happiness 
exists in inherently, then why do all these conditions that brings us pleasure and joy do not give this joy when we 
are overcome with misery. It says if happiness existed inherently then happiness and the conditions that give you 
happiness should definitely generate happiness and make you happy and make everybody happy regardless of the
circumstances. So even if you were unhappy for some other reason, if happiness exists inherently and you meet 
or you use or you participate in one of those conditions that generate happiness, you should automatically become
happy. So it says, how come when you are sad, you cannot enjoy food? Why the delicious food in those things do
not give you joy if happiness exists inherently.

01:02:44 {TIBETAN} 01:03:43

So the first two lines, where it says 

"If happy, then why do deliciousness etc., 
Not give joy when overcome with misery?" (88C-D)
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This is our argument. And then this is followed by the response that the opponent is giving, and it says 

"Perhaps due to being powerful it suppresses 
And there is no experience." (89A-B)

So it says when you are miserable, that misery is very powerful. So although there is joy, there is joy of good 
food and drink and all those things, there is joy. But this joy is small. Or in any case, because your misery is so 
intense, the misery is stronger and it overrides the experience of joy. Joy is there, but it is small, and your misery 
is much bigger. So it doesn't allow you to have the experience of joy. So this is what they come up with as a 
possible answer, and then we're going to give a further response to that.

01:04:54 {TIBETAN} 01:06:38

So to understand what we're saying here, look at the last line of verse 89. It has two things. It has similar 
"simultaneous experience," and then it has comma, and then we have "be feeling." So the definition of a feeling is
simultaneous experience. So if you have feeling it means you must have simultaneous experience. If you don't 
have experience, you don't have feeling. It means you don’t have the experience because one is the definition of 
the other. So the opponent has said that there is joy there, but it's a small joy and it is suppressed by your 
suffering, and therefore you don't experience joy. Joy is there. The feeling of joy is there, but you don't 
experience it. And we say this goes against the definition of the feeling of joy. If you don't experience it, you 
don't have the feeling, you cannot say you have the feeling but you don't experience it. If you experience it, you 
must have the feeling. So that's what we say. How can that not in the nature of simultaneous experience—because
you're telling me that in that case I'm not experiencing the joy, how can that be a feeling? That's not a feeling of 
joy. If you don't experience joy, there's no feeling of joy.

01:08:07 {TIBETAN} 01:08:41

We'll continue with the next verse, 90, where again, it's like a change of positions. What the opponent says and 
what we say. The opponent begins by saying 

"Merely subtle suffering exists," (90A)

Then we say, 

"Isn’t the coarse one cleared away?" (90B)

And they say, "if," meaning if they say, so now their position, 

"If, ‘It is a mere joy apart from it’." (90C)

Then our response, 

"The subtle itself belongs to it as well" (90D)

Actually in verse 90, the first three lines is the position of the opponent, and only the last line is our response. So 
they begin by saying merely subtle suffering exists. So first of all, it's very important for them to say that the 
feeling of suffering exists. So they want to say there is an experience of suffering, and therefore there is a feeling 
of suffering. So there is a subtle, a small experience of suffering. Therefore, the feeling of suffering exists. And 
then it says, "isn't the coarse one cleared away?" Still it is their position. So when they use the word "coarse" here
they indicate something which is bigger, stronger, much more obvious. And they're talking about strong joy, and 
they say, isn't it the case that a strong dose of joy clears away or destroys a small experience of suffering?

01:12:12 {TIBETAN} 01:13:39

The third line of verse 19. It's still their position, and they say it is "a mere joy apart from it." So in the first two 
lines, what did they say? It says that you have a small experience of suffering, and then you have a strong 
experience of joy. And that strong experience of joy is going to clear away your small trouble, your small 
suffering. And now they're talking about mere joy apart from this. So it says, apart from the strong joy you could 
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have a small joy, a mere joy, just a mirror moment or a flicker of joy. You could have that little joy apart from the 
strong joy, couldn't you? Couldn't you experience that? And our response in the last line, "The subtle itself 
belongs to it as well." So we say, what are you talking about, "a small experience of joy?" This is also the feeling 
of joy. It is part of it. It's the feeling of joy. Well there it is. Big joy or small joy. It's a feeling of joy.

01:14:53 {TIBETAN} 01:16:03

So actually you can say here that the example can work both ways. Whether you're talking about suffering or 
whether you're talk about joy. It begins by saying you have a small amount of suffering. And if you have a strong 
amount of joy that is the opposite of this. Then the strong amount of joy is going to override, it's going to 
suppress that small experience of suffering. Or it could be the other way around. You have a small amount of joy 
that is suppressed by heavy experience of suffering. And we say that it doesn't matter the amount, whether it is a 
small amount of joy or a big amount of joy. If you have that experience, the degree doesn't is not important. A 
small degree of joy or a big degree of joy, as long as you have that experience, it means you have the feeling.

01:17:09 {TIBETAN} 01:17:10

This is what we're saying to them, basically.

01:17:12 {TIBETAN} 01:17:22

We have five minutes. Anyone who has a question, you can actually speak up.

01:19:08

Student: The 

"Merely subtle suffering exists, 
Isn't the coarse one cleared away?" (90A-B)

Is that translation correct? I was wondering, does it mean the course suffering is cleared away? Or does it mean 
the course joy clears away the subtle suffering?

01:19:33

Geshe la: Last verse, last one, right?

01:19:36 {TIBETAN} 01:20:27

Yes. Okay. I see what you mean. It shouldn't say, "isn't the coarse one cleared away?" It should say "isn't it 
cleared away by the coarse one?" So it says you have suffering. It is the feeling of suffering. It's just a small 
suffering. It's just a small trouble. And then the coarse one indicates something which is strong. So it's talking 
about strong joy. And he says, isn't strong joy powerful enough or capable of removing, clearing away the small 
suffering. Yes. So just change a little bit the syntax in the translation. The translation is faithful to the Tibetan, and
the Tibetan says "isn't the coarse one cleared away," whereas it should say "isn't it cleared away by the coarse 
one?" The Tibetan does not say "by the coarse one," but it should say "by the coarse one," and this is how the 
commentary comments upon it.

01:21:46

Student: But even in the Tibetan you could sort of take it both ways, right? Because it's just that in verse it's 
missing some grammar to match the metre. "Doesn't coarse one clear away," you could say that too, right, it's you
just don't have the explicit gyis.

01:22:04

No. If it is the agent who is clearing it should have the grammar that indicates it.

01:22:11 {TIBETAN} 01:22:30
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So, common sense, you have one that is weak, and another one that is really strong. So who is going to clear 
away the other? Who is going to win? It's not that the small one is going to push away the big one. It's that the big
one, the strong one, it will eliminate, get rid of the small one.

01:22:56

Student: Thank you Geshe la.

01:23:00

Geshe la: That's good. Any other? Okay, we'll stop and do a dedication.
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